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The question of whether to struggle for autonomy or for
integration with other disciplines has been a constant debate in
Women's or Gender Studies (WS/GS) (Griffin, 2004; Liinason,
2011a; Vasterling et al., 2006; Wiegman, 1999).1 On the one
hand, the question is about institutional frames, either as
administrational and economic independence or as integrated
cooperation with other disciplines. On the other hand, the
question relates crucially to the core content of the discipline and
its identity as an interdisciplinary field of knowledge production
(e.g., Allen & Kitch, 1998; Brown, 1997; Dever, 2001; Friedman,
1998;Hark, 2007; Jordheim, Larsen, &Widerberg, 2007; Liinason
& Holm, 2005; Pryse, 1998, 2000;Widerberg, 2006). Hence,WS/
GS scholars have carefully strived for the simultaneous mainte-
nance of the interdisciplinarity and the transformative power of
WS/GS as a critical discipline (Buikema, Griffin, & Lykke, 2011;
Hemmings, 2011; Pulkkinen, in press).
Recently, Nina Lykke (2010, 2011) has condensed the
debates into the metatheoretical vision of WS/GS as a
postdisciplinary discipline. She suggests WS/GS as a discipline
with authoritative academic status with its own core-object,
theories, and methodological reflections. Further, she conceives. This is anopenaccess article unWS/GS as a feminist project, which shakes and even removes the
disciplinary structures. (Lykke, 2010, 19–21, 208–210; 2011.)
However, in this article we conduct a self-reflective analysis on
interdisciplinary WS/GS teaching at a local level without going
into a metatheoretical visioning on postdisciplinarity.
Thus far, the overarching solution to the puzzle among
WS/GS scholars has been, in our particular setting as well as
internationally, that WS/GS stands on “two legs,” meaning
that WS/GS needs both integration with other disciplines
and its own scientific field (Dahl, Liljeström, & Manns, in
press; Liinason, 2011a). We suggest, in accordance with
Lykke (2011, 137–138), that institutionalization and inter-
disciplinarity are questions without universal solutions and
without a permanent status quo. Hence, it is relevant to look for
temporary decisions reflecting local opportunities, challenges,
and restrictions.
In this article, we outline the local activities and their
(inter)disciplinary consequences aimed at an autonomous
institutionalization of WS/GS from the early 1980s until the
early 2000s, which have since led to a somewhat opposite
trend towards the institutional integration ofWS/GSwith other
disciplines. The earlier analyses on the institutionalization and
disciplinization of WS/GS have mostly taken place as self-der theCCBY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
139P. Korvajärvi, J. Vuori / Women's Studies International Forum 54 (2016) 138–146reflection of WS/GS as a research field and often in the context
of neoliberal reforms in higher education. In contrast, we focus
on teaching and curricula formation in WS/GS and analyze the
local trends surrounding autonomy, integration, and interdis-
ciplinarity during the last 30 years at theUniversity of Tampere
in Finland. The University of Tampere focuses on social sciences
and medicine. In comparison to the 14 other universities in
Finland, humanities, with the exception of history, are not very
prominent in its recent research and educational profile. In
addition, natural sciences and technology are missing.
Rather than committing to a particular definition of a
discipline, we draw on the idea of a disciplinary paradigm
(Amey & Brown, 2005). A disciplinary paradigm guides “how
members of a research field view and interpret their scientific
environment and how they typically address solutions to the
problems in that environment” (Amey & Brown, 2005, 24).
What is needed for interdisciplinary practice is space and time
in faculty work for “cultivating dialogue, developing shared
language and understandings, reflection and deep learning”
(Amey & Brown, 2005, 31). Thus, for us, interdisciplinarity is a
pluralistic idea, residing in informal networks and communities
of practice (Klein, 2010). Consequently, we consider the
boundaries between disciplines and interdisciplinary fields to
be ambiguous. The core idea is that it is fruitful to understand
interdisciplinarity, as well as the disciplines themselves, as
transforming and transformative processes (Hornscheidt &
Baer, 2011).
The visions of interdisciplinarity are often based on the
emergence of complex problems that simply are not solvable
within the disciplinary boundaries (Hornscheidt & Baer, 2011;
Liinason, 2011b). There exist differentmodes of working across
and in between disciplinary boundaries (Lykke, 2011, 143).
Multidisciplinarity refers to an additional perspective arising
from two or several disciplinary frameworks used in the same
research project, degree program, or course. However, the
participantsmaintain and remainwithin their own disciplinary
paradigms. Interdisciplinarity generates dialogues between
different approaches and thus creates space for new synergies
and innovations. Transdisciplinarity goes even further: re-
search problems, methodologies, and concepts do not any
more belong to any specific discipline (Aram, 2004; Amey &
Brown, 2005; Lykke, 2011, 141–143). We agree with Lykke
(2010, 208) and Hornscheidt and Baer (2011) that the intense
practice of interdisciplinarity in WS/GS has led to a situation in
which WS/GS may be described as a transdisciplinary field.
Thus, for us, transdisciplinarity is a certain kind of interdisci-
plinarity which requires intensive scientific work and lively
academic communities for years to its gradual development.
Our case shows transdisciplinarity as a process, which calls
for both research and teaching in a relatively autonomous
environment, as well as simultaneous openness to other
disciplinary fields.
In the context of this article, it is crucial to note thatmostWS/
GS scholars have reflected on issues of institutionalization and
disciplinization from their standpoints as “institutional insiders”
within the present organizational frames of WS/GS. Indeed, in
practice, a great deal of energy has been used to strengthen the
autonomy of WS/GS rather than to articulate strategies for
integration. Their focus has been on gaining a stronger position
for WS/GS within the mobile institutional orders. However,
many scholars outside of institutionalizedWS/GS identify asWS/GS or feminist researchers. These scholars contribute significant-
ly to the body of feminist scholarly literature, teach WS/GS, and
bring great variety toWS/GSmodules and courses. This is why it
is interesting to contemplate their role vis-à-vis the autonomy,
integration, disciplinization and interdisciplinarity of WS/GS.
Thus far, analyses of interdisciplinary practices conducted by
these “outsiders” have been infrequent, and their studies show
signs of reproducing hierarchies and feelings of superiority and
inferiority (Pavlidou, 2011). We find that the perspectives of the
“institutional insiders”dominate the lively debate, unfortunately.
This dominance also holds true for us as feminist scholars;
unavoidably, our views still belong to the set of institutional
insider commentaries.
For this reason, we make use of the division between the
institutional insiders and outsiders amongWS/GS scholars in the
context of this article. From the point of view of institutionali-
zation, being an insider or an outsider is a very practical issue of
having or not having time, energy, authority, or interest to
promote autonomous teaching of WS/GS and of having or not
having the opportunity for everyday interactions on feminist
issues. From the perspective of interdisciplinarity, the division
between insiders and outsiders is a controversial and often
affective situation, both collectively and individually.
We analyze WS/GS institutionalization and interdisciplinar-
ity as it is produced in everyday practices. To this end, we
use the concept of communities of practice (Paechter, 2003;
Pavlidou, 2011; Wenger, 1999). We find this concept useful
because, firstly, it stresses the importance of communities of
people brought together bymore or less shared interests, rather
than their institutional or formal positions. Although formalities
are also necessary, WS/GS is mostly advanced through con-
sciously collective everyday activities such as regular meetings
and mutual discussions (King, 1994). Secondly, the concept of
communities of practice stresses the importance of practices,
activities, skills andmutual communication during the constant
transformative processes.
In this article,we aim to address two research questions. First,
we ask what kind of communities of practice WS/GS scholars
have created and used when promoting the institutionalization
of WS/GS teaching at the University of Tampere in Finland.
Responses to this question illuminate collective interaction
patterns, including both resistance to and adjustment to the
existing academic environment amongWS/GS scholars. Second,
we are interested in what kinds of interdisciplinary practices
are produced and reproduced when advancing teaching and
curricula in shifting academic structures. This second question
seeks to pinpoint the elastic content of interdisciplinarity in
WS/GS. These questions are closely bound up with each other,
since without the simultaneous existence of active communi-
ties of practice and continuous reflection on the core contents
of the discipline,WS/GS would struggle to survive in academia.
Our analysis is based on a versatile participative
autoethnography, including memories about good and bad
decisions, feelings of anger, frustration, and joy, and our
reflections on textual documents. From 2002–2012, we worked
as teacher colleagues inWS/GS. Previously,weworked in several
other positions at the same university and inside the WS
community, as PhD students, as researchers, and in diverse
assisting and administrative positions. We are both oriented
towards social sciences. Päivi Korvajärvi was appointed as
Professor of WS in 2002. Jaana Vuori worked many years as a
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Professor in GS at another university. During our years inWS/GS,
we both have had positions of responsibility in university
administration. Further, Päivi has acted as the chair of the
national association of WS, and Jaana has served as joint editor-
in-chief of the national journal for WS. Thus, we represent
WS/GS scholars who have qualified before the formal institu-
tionalization of the discipline, lived through its various phases,
and have had the chance towork as facultymembers inWS/GS.
In what follows, we differentiate four key processes that
took place between 1980 and 2015 in the institutionalization
and disciplinization of WS/GS in Finland and, especially, at the
University of Tampere. Earlier analyses have identified key
moments of success in the disciplinization process (Griffin,
2004) and thus in the institutionalization process as well
(Liinason, 2011a, 57). The focus has been on certain achieve-
ments that have provided formal autonomy for WS/GS within
academia, such as levels of funding and the number of chairs,
autonomous administrative structures, and degree programs
(Liinason, 2011a). Here, we focus on the processes that take
place around the key moments. In particular, we focus on
the interactive processes and forums developed to promote
feminist perspectives and optimization of theWS/GS discipline.
Examples of these processes include the interplay between
informal networking, formal structures, and recognition.
Consequently, wemake a distinction between local networking
practices, local implementation of national level decisions
such as the founding of professorships and degrees, and local
activities in the conditions of the restructuring of the university.
Although we stress local activities, we are fully aware that
national and even international trends in higher education
provide contradictory footings for WS/GS.
We analyze each key process as patterned activity of
feminist communities of practice within given academic
conditions. We include in the analysis the characteristics of
interaction in the communities as the participants deal with
teaching and building up WS/GS curricula. The interaction
modes vary from emotional struggles against male academic
structures to a stepwise, although ambiguous, adaptation to
working as an academic subject and discipline. We conclude
with a discussion of the possible future conditions and
challenges for the local development of interdisciplinary
WS/GS.
The analysis shows that the aim to become included in the
academic order and the aim to transform itmay contradict each
other. We propose that the institutionalization project has
diversified the local WS/GS community. Further, we suggest
that, in opposition to the institutionalization project, the
shifting understandings of interdisciplinarity have kept the
WS/GS community together and laid groundwork for a joint
transdisciplinary identity.
First key process: networking forWomen's Studies teaching
We experienced the first key process during the late 1980s,
when scholars in Women's Studies (WS) organized themselves
as networks. The networking involved prolific, extremely
intensive, and emotional discussions. Existing disciplines
and academic administration were male-dominated, both in
numbers and in academic culture, and feminist scholars
experienced undermining and exclusion. This generationalexperience united women from various disciplinary fields and
from different institutional sites. The community of feminist
scholars consisted of few professors, many researchers who
had not yet defended their doctoral dissertations, and some
active students. They came from various disciplines – at the
University of Tampere, mostly from social sciences – and
together began to organize research seminars (beginning in the
early 1980s) and the first joint WS courses (from 1988
onwards). The first WS academic post in Finland was a
temporary junior researcher position at the University of
Tampere. In the early 1990s, the first full-time, although
interim, WS teaching post in the country was also set up at
the University of Tampere.
The first key process follows very much the same trajectory
as has been shown in the context of other Nordic countries
(Liinason, 2011a; Manns, 2009; Widerberg, 2006) and in the
United States (Wood, 2012). In Finland, emergent feminist
scholars, feminist activists, and experts in central administra-
tion as well as politicians knew each other well. Thus it was
easy for the local university networks to lobby the policy
makers and university leaders. In Finland, no special tension
was found between “state feminism” and the autonomous
women's movement (Bergman, 2002).
At the University of Tampere, the central community of
practice in the late 1980s and early 1990s was a monthly
meeting called “Women's Studies Cooperation Group Now!”
The first modest step towards institutionalization was taken
when, one day, themeeting agreed to name itself the “Women's
Studies Unit” and made this decision public. This strategy was
successful, and the unit soon had some institutional power. At
that time, the unit, with its junior researcher post and a part-
time administrational person organizing teaching, was located
in a research institute. Formal responsibility for running the unit
rotated among the social science departments, which either
agreed with or at least were not strongly against WS. Still, the
voluntary monthly meetings of teachers, researchers, and
students from various departments kept the unit going. In this
way, the community of practice crossed the disciplinary and
institutional borders.
Local, national, and international networking grew simul-
taneously. Gradually, the local networks established a national
scientific association with its own journal and annual confer-
ence, and feminist scholars in various disciplines started to
teach WS regularly in their universities. Students could now
take WS as a minor in almost every BA and MA degree. At the
same time, WS scholars received external research funding for
several major projects from the main national funding body as
well as for a wide interdisciplinary network with one senior
researcher in a supervisor position. Through visits from leading
international feminist theorists, there were great opportunities
to become updated on international feminist thinking.
The widely shared aim was to teach WS everywhere, both
as independent modules and as a part of established disciplin-
ary frameworks. The ordinary practice in many universities in
Finland was to include WS teaching within other disciplines
and to construct WS programs from cross-listed courses. At
the University of Tampere, the WS program was designed as
team-teaching from the very beginning, and it was also
interdisciplinary from the very beginning in the sense that the
program was not an assembly of diverse disciplinary courses.
For example, the first introductory courses in WS were taught
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sciences. Thematic workshop-type seminars soon became the
core of the curriculum, in addition to the introductory course,
theoretical and methodological literature, and the annual
interdisciplinary guest lecture series. The hope to integrate
WS as a perspective into every disciplinary field also led to a
thematic mode of working elsewhere (Liinason, 2009, 54).
The core-object of the research and teaching was women's
perspective, however, the objective soon shifted to gender as a
theoretical concept aswell as a social phenomenon affecting all
aspects of life. The lively methodological reflections were
closely related to the debates around standpoint epistemology
(Hekman, 1997).
In addition to the efforts at joint WS teaching, there was
also action within the frames of established disciplines and
resistance to the disciplinization of WS. A contested example is
what happened in the subject of History. After the first WS
units were established in Finland, a prominent female historian
wrote that the presence of WS would lead to an alarming
situation in which historical research would be based only on
feminist theories, not on the conditions set by history or history
as a discipline. Her argument was that the study of women in
history cannot be rooted in the equal opportunity politics
characteristic of state feminism. Instead, women, along with
other hidden aspects of society, needed to be brought into focus
and the epistemological basis of history discipline genuinely
challenged. She blamedWS activists for aiming at bureaucratic
structures instead of analyzing the ultimate essence of the
sexist system (Sulkunen, 1991). This historian's pamphlet
influenced the situation in which feminist historical research,
despite its expansion, partly remained on the sidelines of
promoting the disciplinization of WS. The recent discussion
(Markkola & Östman, 2014) stresses that the suggested
strategy is highly appreciated as successful within the commu-
nity of feminist academic historians.
In sum, in terms of the autonomy of WS, the first key
process was based on the ideals of feminist organizing without
hierarchies. In terms of integration, the “two legs” ideal was
strongly supported, and teaching was also advanced inside the
established disciplines. WS curriculum was, from the very
beginning, developed on the ideal of interdisciplinarity instead
of multidisciplinarity, mainly conceived of as including both
humanities and social sciences in a broad sense. Very soon, the
core-object of WS transformed from women's perspective
to gender. Lively research and international contacts were
important in promoting teaching, and they influenced the
understanding of WS as possessing a crucially interdisciplinary
character while also challenging established methodologies.
Second key process: recognition for Women's Studies as an
academic subject
The second key process in the institutionalization and
disciplinization of WS opened in 1996, when fixed-term
professorships for WS were funded by the Ministry of
Education for eight universities in Finland, including University
of Tampere. At the local level, the decision appeared sudden
and even surprising; however, it was welcomed with great
enthusiasm.
With this introduction of WS chairs, an opportunity for
firmer institutionalization opened up. At the University ofTampere, the previous, more vulnerable teaching post was
turned into a more secure, fixed-term senior lecturer post, and,
at around the same time, a junior researcher post was turned
into another senior lecturer post. Suddenly, there were three
teaching posts, one administrational post, and the opportunity
in 1996 to establish a WS department with a high degree of
autonomy in terms of budget and administration. The depart-
ment was administratively located in social sciences, and the
professorship was defined to have a social science orientation.
The other two teaching posts had no official orientation, and
the backgrounds of the university lecturers varied. Thus, a
trend towards social sciences strengthened, but the idea behind
WS teachingwas based heavily on interdisciplinarity. New PhD
students, temporary researchers, and, after a while, postdoc-
toral researchers joined the department. During the late 1990s
and early 2000s, the staff included between 15 and 18 scholars,
and this number remained much the same in the following
years.
The professorships meant that the scientific universities in
the Finland had an opportunity to develop theirWS curriculum
further to include everything else except BA orMA theses. Thus,
WS was still available only as a minor subject for degrees. In
addition, an extensive PhD supervision started at the national
graduate school of WS. While it was still not possible to have
PhD degrees in WS, WS-oriented degrees were completed in
other disciplines.
Because of the lack of a major, we started a so-called MA
“joint degree” at the University of Tampere with some other
disciplinary programs. From the students' points of view, they
had access to supervision that they could not receive in their
major subjects. The partner supervisors were mostly WS
scholars as well, and thus the supervision was based on the
familiar community of practice. In the end, WS did not receive
very much credit, either symbolically or in any institutionally
recognized way, which caused frustration for us. The interdis-
ciplinary aspects of the joint degrees were not well reflected by
the partner disciplines, and, in some cases, WS was seen as
an additional perspective that did not crucially affect the
established disciplines.
At the same time, in making changes to theWS curriculum,
we were deeply afraid of concentrating too strictly on either
“pure” WS or on social sciences. Thus, we aimed to include
various other disciplines and their students, pressuring us to
continuously expand the curriculum. In the end, our list of book
exams, which are a standard form of teaching in Finland, in
addition to seminars and lectures, resembled a bibliography of
significant WS books. Finally, we had 16 “Gender and X” types
of course titles in the curriculum. Most of the courses were
interdisciplinary in the sense of including research literature
from several disciplines (e.g., social sciences, media, arts, and
literature) and in the sense of focusing on – at that time – new
interdisciplinary topics such as violence, body and sexuality,
working life, and gender equality. However, the weak point of
our collective enterprise was that we did not want to recognize
the fact that, in practice, only a few students could take our
complete package of courses. Many students complained
about the difficulties in choosing curriculum. In addition, it was
typical to studyWS as aminor subject with fewer than 10 ECTS.2
Thus, the urge to include several theoretical,methodological, and
substantial viewpoints in every course was favored over the
structure of the whole curriculum. We thought that WS needed
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– and that the mere existence of an interdisciplinary and multi-
theoretical curriculum could provide the students with an
understanding of the significance of interdisciplinarity in WS.
In terms of communities of practice, the institutionalization
of WS produced a situation where the WS community was
inescapably divided between WS insiders and outsiders. This
divide inevitably created a diversification of perspectives
towards the institutionalization and disciplinization of WS,
and about what interdisciplinarity in WS/GS meant. For the
institutional insiders, WS started to develop towards something
that, from the present perspective, is called transdisciplinarity,
meaning a shift from belonging to the humanities and social
sciences to a state without any disciplinary emphasis. Conse-
quently, in the early 2000s, the community of insiders
reorganized theWS program around three key areas: “Practicing
and Performing Gender,”which included exploring a diversity of
thematically chosen research topics; “Feminist Knowing,”which
was shorthand for epistemology, methodology, and methods;
and “Feminist Theory,” which also included feminist classics.
Although this reorganization made the architecture of the
curriculum more focused, it also meant limiting the variety of
its disciplinary contents. Importantly, the transdisciplinary logic
became stronger because more recent fields such as queer
studies, critical studies on men and masculinities, and post-
colonial analysis were strengthened inside WS.
For institutional outsiders, this process of transdis-
ciplinization of WS probably meant at least two things:
integrating WS transdisciplinary work into their disciplines,
and doing their interdisciplinary work with disciplinary
emphasis on their own teaching and research. From this
point on, it seems, interdisciplinarity in WS started to mean
slightly different things to the institutional insiders and
outsiders in WS. This difference, however, helped to keep
the interdisciplinarity in WS fresh and subject to constant
reflection. For example, the transdisciplinary logic did not
wholly replace the earlier interdisciplinary practices, such as
constant monitoring of having “both humanities and social
sciences” in the curriculum.
With the emergence of queer studies, the core-object of
WS now turned from gender to gender and sexuality as we
called it in our curriculum descriptions. At the same time, the
theoretical and methodological reflections turned strongly
towards post-structuralism. The long-term emphasis at the
University of Tampere was on theoretically informed empirical
research.
The main everyday community of practice formed around
the WS departmental staff, which now also had lots of
administrational tasks and the responsibility of increasing
external research funding. The new situation also introduced
new hierarchies already inherent in academia. The department
had its head, the professor, with her decision-making options.
The teaching positions were stronger than the research and
PhD student positions. The larger local community of practice,
including feminists from other departments, started to fade
away, simply because dutieswere increasing everywhere in the
university. However, the dividing line between the two
communities was still porous, and individuals were able to
cross the line. The contacts were kept alive, for example, in
infrequent curriculum development meetings and in the
organization of occasional research seminars. The yearlygraduation days for WS, as well as other social events, were
also crucial for keeping in touch.
Third key process: degrees for Women's Studies
The third key process started with the establishment of the
two-year MA and PhD degrees in 2005. Teachers keenly
welcomed the opportunity to formally supervise MA students.
Consequently, we had high hopes, although we understood
from the beginning that the number of applicants to WS
degrees would not be high. Locally, we decided to accept eight
students every other year. The access requirement for students
was a BA degree and at least the basic-level studies in WS (25
ECTS). During the first round, we received 20 applications, and
in later years.we received fewer. However, in spite of the
enthusiasm and strong motivation to teach MA students of our
own, the project appeared to be full of contradictions.
A variety of studentswere attracted to theMAprogram, from
students with strong academic ambitions who had completed
their degree on time, to students who had problems with their
studies in general or in completing their MA thesis. In addition,
many of the students already had MA degrees in other
disciplines. These students were motivated and experienced,
but they did not necessarily need the second degree. Some of
them moved to working life and stopped their studies. Notably,
we observed that, for many students, studying WS was an
intellectual and personal identity project that they approached
wholeheartedly, but this approach sometimes conflicted with
the demands of the current university policy goals of efficiency.
Most of ourMA studentsmoved from other universities and
had only rarely completed their BA in social sciences, which
was our focus. Thus, the MA students formed a multidisciplin-
ary group with some common bases in transdisciplinary WS.
This diversity helped us to keep the program interdisciplinary,
but it also created extra demands. For example, for students
coming from the humanities, empirical methods were not as
familiar as they were for the students coming from social
sciences; on the other hand, the same students usually had
excellent knowledge of feminist theories and were motivated
to apply them in social research.
With regard to the PhD students and degrees, it took a long
time before the first degrees in WS were completed; however,
since the pioneering students, we have granted at least one
doctoral degree yearly. It is worth noting that the PhD students
could choose to defend their thesis in WS or in other
neighboring disciplines such as sociology, social policy, or
media studies to avoid losing their disciplinary ground in those
more established disciplines.
Institutionally, the relatively high external research funding
and everyday practices of the university, which allowed PhD
students to work as full members of the research community,
made us relatively strong as aWS department and collective. In
this way, the most vital and continuous community of practice
was located inside the WS department itself. The social
community was kept together for example, by having regular
meetings of the staff, teachers' meetings, working groups for
curriculum development, twice-yearly joint away days and by
creating our own virtual space. The disciplinization meant
more work with teaching, supervision, and curriculum devel-
opment, while the institutionalization meant lots of adminis-
trative work.
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insiders and outsiders appeared more complicated, and ties to
WS scholars outside the department became more fragile and
irregular. For some time, scholars from the other disciplines
were recruited into the curriculum development body, and
networks of supervision made connections with individual
teachers more continuous. Besides the yearly celebrated
graduation day for WS-related theses completed either inside
or outside the WS program, the community of WS scholars
now gathered more regularly at parties after PhD defenses.
However, these celebrations were not sufficient to maintain an
effective community of practice consisting of both insiders and
outsiders.
On the national level, the importance of cooperation between
the teachers andWS units grew year by year. The main forms of
joint activity were the national university network promoting
teaching and feminist pedagogy, and the national graduate
school. All this activity meant that ties with WS scholars outside
of institutionalizedWSwere no longer mobilized on the basis of
everyday interaction but the ties became more organized
between WS insiders. Outside, the situation was probably
similar: all WS scholars were busy working inside their own
disciplines and institutions. In some disciplines where the WS
community was big enough, as in the case of History, the lacking
contacts were not a problem. In many disciplinary contexts, WS
scholars were under threat ofmarginalization again. In short, the
community of practice segregated into two parts: one that
concentrated on the promotion of autonomy insideWS, and the
other, a scattered community that struggled for its existence
within other disciplines.
During the second and third key processes, increasing
autonomy for WS was a chosen strategy but was also a
necessity. We were afraid that any mistake in the institution-
alization project would lead to problems in (inter)disciplinarity.
Even if our will for WS institutionalization and disciplinization
was quite strong, the steps forward in the early years were
rather modest. To improve funding for organizing teaching and
strengthening research,WS institutions and staff constantly had
to stress the importance of WS as an interdisciplinary field and
how much the other disciplines and the university as a whole
had gained from itswork. In addition,we had to be highly aware
of changes in research policy, educational policy, and adminis-
trative practice to continue being relatively autonomous. Year
after year, this meant writing different documents, such as
annual reports, national reports, reports for research evaluation,
justifications for new posts and other resources, applications for
a unit of excellence in teaching, reports for the university annual
funding negotiations, internet sites for WS, and study guides
with nice appearance, to name only a few. Disciplinization
meant, for us, everyday things like teaching, doing research, and
joint conversations around these things, including a desire for a
persistent collective discussion around curriculumdevelopment
and feminist pedagogy (e.g., Lempiäinen & Naskali, 2011).
Simultaneously, we wanted to hold on to the ideal that
we would work in collaboration with people and scholars
outside the WS institution. Accordingly, each time we
produced another document aiming to secure our institu-
tional position, we discussed it with WS staff and tried to
maintain wider contact with other WS scholars. In those
discussions, the objective was always howwe could produce
our inter/transdisciplinary discipline, research, and teachingin ways that would not exclude WS scholars in the other
disciplines. During the first years of teaching, this question
was often put in the shorthand form of asking how we could
incorporate both social science and humanities contents into
all our modules and courses. Later on, this aim towards
transdisciplinarity was strengthened through the expansion
of queer theory, post-colonial analysis, men's studies,
intersectional analysis, and a diversity of methodologies.
At the University of Tampere, in parallel with the move
towards transdisciplinarity in the WS curriculum, space for
practicing arts and humanities diminished while the emphasis
on social sciences and “general” feminist theory grew. Howev-
er, this trend was constantly debated. We never wholly agreed
on about what the core conceptual, topical, or methodological
issues in WS teaching might be. Looking back now, these
debates taught us that interdisciplinarization in WS is and
should be a constant process without universal solutions.
Simultaneously, interestingly, inmostMAand PhD theses, it
became harder to draw the line between social science and arts
and humanities topics or methodologies. This trend was also
due to the fact that perspectives provided by another transdis-
ciplinary field, cultural studies, were strong both in social
sciences and humanities as well as in WS in our university.
From the perspective of communities of practice, the trend
towards transdisciplinaritymeant strengthening theWS insider
community. However, the contactswith outsiders becamemore
and more contingent.
Fourth key process: parallel processes of autonomy
and integration
As the name of the discipline has changed throughout the
country to Gender Studies (GS), we have encountered a new
period again. Both the cuts to higher education and the
ideology of austerity (Davies & O'Callaghan, 2014) have taken
concrete forms in Finland and at the University of Tampere. At
the University of Tampere, cuts took the form of organizational
restructuring rather than of closing disciplines or abolishing
teaching posts. Consequently, the relatively independent units
or departments of GS have become a thing of the past; instead,
GS is now, from both the academic and administrative point of
view, part of other, larger units in all universities in Finland. In
six universities, students have the opportunity to do an MA
degree or specialization in GS. In two universities, GS is
available for students as a minor only. Since the current
educational policy prefers more concentrated degrees and
faster study times, taking GS as an “extra” minor for pure
interest is becoming harder for students. Six universities have
the right to examine PhD students, and the nation-wideGender
Studies Doctoral Program isworking until the endof 2015. New
PhD degrees are completed all the time, but many GS doctoral
students still defend their PhDs in other programs.
From the perspectives of both institutionalization and
disciplinization, in the University of Tampere, the changes have
been especially rapid during the past five years. In 2009, a
larger department of Social Researchwas established. At a time
of financial cuts, it was foreseen that larger organizational
units would have better chances of adapting themselves to
the situation. Demands for efficiency and productivity meant
increasing pressures to produceMAand PhDdegrees, aswell as
adding external research funding and international publishing.
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and other social sciences also needed the presence of GS to
show an original profile compared to other universities. At the
time of these changes, the authors of this paper were the Head
and the Vice-Head of the WS department. We did not have
great hesitation in leaving our administrative and budget
autonomy behind, because we saw that clinging to this
autonomy would leave GS in an isolated situation where
working hours would be spent struggling to justify the
existence of GS against the closure of a small department. The
decision to integrate did not find any serious resistance among
GS staff in general, although it did raise fears about the chances
of survival in the new administrative context.
Soon after the administrative integration of GS into the
department of Social Research, all departments at the University
of Tamperewere abolished, and larger schoolswere established.
Since 2012, GS has become a part of the newDegree Program of
Social Sciences in the School of Social Sciences and Humanities.
The program consists of the three-year BA and two-year MA
program. The program is a joint effort of Sociology, Social
Psychology, Social Policy, Social Anthropology, and Gender
Studies. The BA program is a joint program, whereas the MA
program is based on disciplines. The PhD program is a joint
program, but the doctoral degrees have disciplinary majors.
Consequently, GS again finds itself facing the challenges of
autonomy, integration, and interdisciplinarity while simulta-
neously maintaining a community of its own. We in GS
supported the change, although with some worries about our
own space. In the spring of 2015, as this article is finalized, it
may be concluded that the integration process, at least in the
short run, was rather smooth.
The change at least partly strengthened the institutionaliza-
tion of GS. During the process of building new programs and
structures, the teacher postswere filled permanently, a situation
previously only dreamed of for GS. The GS staff now consists of
three permanent posts (one professor and two university
lecturers). While this situation provides more stability, it also
creates a closed circle of GS insiders.
The curriculum in the social sciences study program
consists of basic, intermediate, and advanced studies as well
as both joint and disciplinary parts. The basic studies aremostly
joint but include one disciplinary course. The compulsory
part of intermediate studies includes, in addition to the joint
studies (mainly research methods and social theory), 20 ECTS
disciplinary studies according to the choices of the students.
The advanced (MA) level consists mainly of disciplinary
studies. In addition, the students may also choose from
thematic studies, which are provided at the school level across
the study programs.
In the new curricula, we continued in GS on the track we
had embarked on during the third key process. We decided
together, among the teachers and researches, what kinds of GS
courses and thematic sections we would like to have inside the
social study program. We named our courses “Feminist
Knowledge and Knowing,” “Feminist Theory,” and “Feminist
Politics and Practices.” Further, GS took responsibility for the
thematic section “Body, Sexuality and Gender,”which includes
courses such as “Current Debates in Feminist Thought,”
“Diversity of Gender and Sexuality,” “Global Questions of
Gender and Body,” and “Men and Masculinities.” We decided
that GS related courses provided by the other schools of theuniversity will also be included in our program. In spite of the
institutional frames of the Degree Program of Social Sciences
and the School of Social Sciences and Humanities, GS
curriculum is still based on the idea of transdisciplinarity,
mixing theoretical, methodological, and (inter)disciplinary
approaches. In fact, exclusively social science-based courses
are rare.
However, the other disciplines in the Degree Program of
Social Sciences chose to stress their disciplinary identities,
which led to a multidisciplinary mode of working and
organizing the joint courses. It also led to solutions, where big
courses were divided into disciplinary-based classes. Thus, in
cross-disciplinary groups, disciplinary views were exchanged,
and co-operation was increased in teaching, but no steps
toward deeper inter- or transdisciplinarity were taken in
practice. The contradictions between GS transdisciplinarity
and degree program multidisciplinarity were not clearly
articulated.
In terms of communities of practice, we in GS had, and still
have, several communities and several points of view. First,
there is the community of practice in GS. Three teachers have
carried the responsibility for the intensive curriculumplanning,
and, thus, the role of the joint meetings among the whole GS
staff has diminished radically. However, we have had one
yearly joint away day where we have decided on our vision,
after which the researchers have been regularly informed
about the process. At the same time, the researchers and
teaching staff have had their offices in separate buildings or in
separate corridors, leading to a situation where common issues
other than teaching have been more or less put aside, at least
temporarily.
Second, during the first three years of the integration of GS
into the Degree Program of Social Sciences, everyday contacts
between GS scholars and those outside our own program and
in the other schools almost entirely vanished. Everybody was
so busy with their own duties that any discussion about the
future of teaching GS at University of Tampere was put aside. It
even seemed that communication within the larger local GS
community was easier during the time when the institutional
borders were stricter but the units and departments were
smaller in size, as was the case during the second and third key
processes.
Third, in contrast to diminished contacts during the
institutional integration process, the outset of the new three-
year period of the Degree Program of Social Sciences opened
new forms of networking with feminist scholars across the
university in spring 2015. The GS-oriented teachers in other
schools have expressed the wish to cooperate in teaching and
research.Wehave created a joint virtual platformand agreed to
have a research seminar series and to integrate GS courses
provided in other disciplines to the GS curriculum and vice
versa. Feminist scholars in the Humanities and Social Sciences
are again the most eager participants. This kind of cooperation
was also recently suggested by the external university research
evaluation committee (Hakala & Roihuvuo, 2015).
From the perspective of interdisciplinarity, the GS insiders
continue along the lines of transdisciplinarity. For the GS
outsiders, however, the core aim seems to be transforming
their own disciplines by yielding space to feminist teaching and
research. “Standing on two legs” calls again for both transdis-
ciplinary and disciplinary communities of practice, following
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Jett, Carney, Leech, & Savage, 2014) that convincingly show that
feminist peer networks provide crucial resources both for
genuine everyday interaction and for resistant strategies
whenever needed.
Simultaneously, the restructuration of higher education on
the national level takes further steps. According to the just-
published report on the structural renovation requirements
made by the nationwide board of the university rectors (Unifi,
2015), GS should “be strengthened through giving up small
units.” The report recognizes the nationwide networking in GS
as an advantage; however, it also finds the distinctive research
profiles of GS in various universities to be a risk. According to
the report, we in GS need to suggest how to strengthen GS both
as a discipline and within the contexts of other disciplines.
Thus, GS is forced to contemplate the questions of autonomy
and integration again and to find new solutions that might
meet the current higher education policy demands. The
paradox is that the report conceives GS solely as a discipline,
whereas GS in teaching and research has promoted itself as an
interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary field.
Concluding remarks
WS/GS in Finland has institutionally gone through stages of
integration to autonomy and back to integration. In some
universities in Finland, the GS programs have been threatened
in terms of staffing and financial cuts. In the University of
Tampere, serious threats of cutting GS program have not been
carried out. However, institutional integration with social
sciences has happened while rather considerable autonomy in
teaching has been maintained.
During the 30 years of generating and advancing the
teaching in WS/GS, the interaction patterns in the WS/GS
communities of practice have undergone fundamental trans-
formations, from informal networking within an emergent
feminist academic community to diverse, institutionally-driven
interaction platforms. Even though the feminist networks have
temporarily diminished, they have again and again shown their
inevitability and vitality. Further, academic organizational
practices, which are currently bound to reforms in higher
education, will probably have an increased structuring role in
the future of WS/GS activities. At the same time, these
processes have shown that academic structures are flexible
and have provided space for the autonomy ofWS/GS, and thus,
space for developing interdisciplinary and later on, transdisci-
plinary identity.
The institutionalization project has clearly produced
diversification in the WS/GS community. The strong striving
for autonomy within academic hierarchies has included
unexpected processes and created distinctions, distance, and
even hierarchies within the WS/GS communities of practice
and among feminist scholars.
Efforts towards interdisciplinarity have also been trans-
formed over the years. Interdisciplinarity began its development
with a multidisciplinary idea of adding women's and feminist
perspectives to different disciplines. This kind of interdisciplin-
arity is no longer relevant in a GS curriculum, but it is still
useful in the project to incorporate GS into other disciplines.
GS as an autonomous scholarly field has developed toward
transdisciplinarity, which means highlighting feminist theory,methodology, and epistemology as joint core contents in all
particular institutional settings, whether in autonomous or
integrated study programs. Such vibrant current areas of
theory as queer studies, studies on men and masculinities,
post-colonial feminist studies, and intersectional analyses are
at least partly taking space from other contents. This, of course,
will not be the final word in the transformations of interdis-
ciplinarity in GS. For example, in integrated degree programs,
pressures towardsmultidisciplinaritymight grow if the partner
disciplines do not orient themselves towards interdisciplinarity
and transdisciplinarity.
Our analysis shows that in the future, GS will need its
diverse local communities of practice as much as it needs
national and transnational networks to become able to
transform itself within the turbulence of higher education
policies and reorganization. Evenmore importantly, these local
communities of practice are essential for becoming capable of
addressing the most relevant contemporary issues in teaching
gender and sexuality. GS needs to be open to new forms of
autonomy and integration in order to nurture its elastic identity
as an interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary scholarly field. GS
scholars, whether inside or outside current GS institutional
borders, need a common space with shared practices in which
to negotiate what to teach, how to teach, and how to integrate
teaching and research.3Acknowledgements
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Endnotes
1 Since the name of Women's Studies in our case was renamed Gender
Studies in 2009, we useWomen's Studies (WS)when the analysis concerns the
processes before the year 2009 and Gender Studies (GS) for processes after
2009.
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corresponds to 60 ECTS credits.
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